The forces of globalization have brought about sweeping changes to the socioeconomic and political landscape. Multinational companies are among the primary drivers of these changes. The decisions that multinational companies make have profound implications on the regions in which they operate. As such, companies are faced with concerns that go beyond merely maximizing profits and increasing shareholder wealth. They have to weigh a myriad of factors from social justice and environmental protection to cultural issues when deciding to conduct business on a global scale. Because companies are often held accountable for the decisions they make in the regions in which they operate, utmost care and consideration must be given when making these decisions.
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legal and moral responsibilities to obey labor laws, pay taxes, observe environmental policies, and so on. A company that refuses to give bribes to local officials because it is illegal, even when the practice is widespread, is practicing corporate ethics. Corporate social responsibility calls on companies to go beyond the requirements of local law and take on voluntary social, environmental, or other projects. A company that adopts strong, Western-style environmental controls even when they are operating in countries with little regulation to this effect is practicing corporate social responsibility. Of course, there is often overlap or blurry lines between, and multinational companies are often faced with knotty problems that could be seen as either or both.
Business students, as future managers of multinational corporations, must therefore be cognizant of these issues. In the wake of Enron and similar scandals, business schools are making a renewed effort to integrate ethics and CSR into their curriculum at both the BBA and MBA levels. Often these issues involve trade-offs between profitability and social responsibility. Students need to learn to strike a balance between these often opposing interests. Courses on these issues face the challenge of presenting content in such a way that it does not push students toward the idealistic "right answer." In real-world international business settings, there often is no right answer. Students need to learn the ability to wade through these dilemmas rather than have a certain viewpoint imposed on them.
With this view in mind, the ISLAND TELECOM simulation game was developed to expose students to ethical dilemmas in international business. The simulation is used as a teaching aid for two different courses taught by Tim Fort, associate professor of business law at the University of Michigan Ross School of Business, and content is partly based on his research on businesses and peace (Fort & Schipani, 2002) . In ISLAND TELECOM, students work in teams of 3 to 5 and play the roles of companies, governments, or media in a developing country. Companies compete to take over the nation's telecommunication infrastructure (cable TV, phone, and Internet services). These are being privatized by the government to develop these crucial infrastructure further. The game consists of three bid rounds in which companies compete with each other to acquire the three services, and the government selects the winning bids. Each bid requires students to make a set of multichoice decisions with financial and CSR implications (appendix). Student teams must make selections that balance profitability and social responsibility to try to keep both shareholders and government happy. Governments must balance the desire to get concessions and development money from companies against the need to appear business friendly in public opinion polls filled out by other players. A fuller description of the game is in the Method section of this article.
This article describes some design features of ISLAND TELECOM with an eye toward describing design principles that are generally applicable. We also look at student reasoning processes in this game by examining the rationales given for decisions students made in the course of the game.
Prior work in social responsibility simulations
Corporate social responsibility, at least under that name, is a fairly recent topic in business schools. It is also a hot topic in the post-Enron era as business schools strive to inculcate values as well as business sense. There are a number of exciting simulation developments in this area, both commercial and academic, but very little has made it into the research literature as of yet. Other unpublicized simulations that we are aware of are ExperiencePoint's CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY simulation, an Enterprise simulation using ExperiencePoint's engine with CSR content; the CORPORATE VALUES GAME, a scenario-based board game focused on alignment of personal and corporate values; and Enspire Learning's forthcoming EXECUTIVE CHALLENGE being codeveloped with the McCombs School of Business at the University of Texas at Austin, another Enterprise simulation of a large manufacturing company that presents both personal and corporate-level ethical dilemmas. Little public information about these simulations is available however.
There are some good published precedents however in business ethics simulations, which our work both learns from and extends. Sondergaard and Lemmergaard's (2002) simulation is an outstanding example in the ethics area that also has many similarities to our work. Students in their simulation set played the role of international businesspersons working in China and faced with a series of ethical issues mostly related to bribery (both giving and receiving). Students read realistic scenarios that have overlapping and conflicting goals, where the desire to behave ethically often conflicts with the desire to be culturally sensitive, polite, and preserve face for all parties involved. Like ours, this simulation is also cumulative such that previous decisions constrain future ones.
Another interesting precedent in the international business arena is by Peterson and Wallace (2003) , who put students in the role not of a corporation but of a less developed country trying to create economic growth. The simulation has a particular goal of educating students on the unique handicaps that smaller countries face in the global economy. This simulation shares goals with ours in that it seeks to encourage perspective taking.
The ISLAND TELECOM game differentiates from other games we have seen in two ways. First, it is quite broad, covering a range of issues related to both ethics and CSR. The content of ISLAND TELECOM is also very current, being adapted mostly from recent cases in the literature, and the architecture of our game is designed to allow easy updating and porting to new content areas as political and economic systems change.
The second major differentiator, and probably the single most unique feature of ISLAND TELECOM, is the game engine, which is driven by a public opinion system. As will be described, our system is relatively value neutral and does not prescribe certain outcomes based on student choices; instead, the community of students is required to develop its own standards and enforce them through the public opinion system.
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Perspective taking and cultural understanding
One of the main pedagogical goals of our simulation was to provide a forum for perspective taking among business schools students. Students in BBA and MBA classes get a great deal of practice understanding the corporate perspective through cases and class discussion. They are much less often asked to think carefully through the role of, for instance, a native resident of a country experiencing an influx of Western jobs, money, and entertainment. Students also do not spend as much time trying to understand the viewpoints of government, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), employees, or other stakeholders. Perspective taking is a crucial part of moral reasoning, allowing students to weigh the utility and morality of decisions from various angles.
Role-playing simulations have been used before to encourage perspective taking. Sugar and Bonk (1995) studied student dialogue during an international political role play and found evidence that the role playing increased perspective taking; Dulberg (2002) and Ogawa (2000) found similar results in other international role-playing exercises. In the field of business education, Parker and Axtell (2001) had employees role play a customer-supplier relationship and found that workers' positive attributions and empathy for coworkers in other roles increased as a result.
When operating a business on a global scale, ignorance of cross-cultural issues can lead to poor executive decision making and can have serious repercussions on the reputation of a company. Cultural understanding is an important component of moral reasoning because culture and ethics interact. Cross-cultural scholars have found that national cultural differences cause managers to have perceptual differences when rating behaviors as ethical or unethical (Adler, 1986; Hofstede, 1993) . Gopalan and Thomson (2003) contended that national cultural dimensions impact the attribution process, causing managers in culturally distinct nations to reach differing conclusions regarding the perceived ethicality of an individual's behavior or action. Our simulation aims to develop a greater knowledge of cross-cultural issues in students by using issues that require students to contemplate what it would be like to do business in a foreign culture.
Business schools typically value diversity, and as a result their student bodies are very diverse. A simulation that uses students from different races, national origins, and backgrounds allows for richer discussion of issues and exposes students to attitudinal differences of ethics across national boundaries. Johnson, Johnson, and Muruyama (1983) examined the effect of cooperative learning on cross-ethnic relationships. They analyzed 31 studies and concluded that cooperative learning experiences promoted greater understanding among heterogeneous peers than do competitive or individualistic learning experiences. So, we were optimistic that a role-playing simulation with the already diverse student body of the Michigan MBA program would provide a fertile area for perspective taking and moral reasoning.
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Moral reasoning and understanding trade-offs
Another central learning goal was to have students engage in conversation about trade-offs between different corporate opportunities. Clear thinking about trade-offs is particularly important to the discussion of voluntary acts of corporate social responsibility. Any voluntary action a corporation takes (giving grants, anticorruption efforts, optional environmental protection) usually has monetary costs, which takes money away from the shareholders. Voluntary actions also have opportunity costs, which are the costs of the actions not taken-for example, giving a grant to one worthy cause usually means not giving it to another-and students must learn to take these into consideration as well. Sometimes voluntary actions may contrast with ethical issues-for example, a decision in which stamping out corruption must be weighed against an opportunity cost of job creation. These kinds of decisions touch on central issues in the field of ethical philosophy, for example where the utilitarian goal of providing the greatest good for the greatest number can come into conflict with rights-based ethical principles that seek to protect vulnerable individuals from harm. Most of the issues written for this game intentionally contrast one or more valuable goals and force student teams to choose between them, making for thoughtful conversation and good practice in moral reasoning.
A value-neutral game environment?
A final design consideration for this type of game was to make the game itself relatively value neutral. Most game scholars would agree that a completely value-neutral game environment is impossible; every game has built-in biases and tendencies. But it is also true that some game environments are broader and less constraining than others. We particularly wanted to avoid creating a game in which there were specific embedded lessons or one particular right way to approach the ethical and moral issues. The reader will have to decide whether the design we describe accomplished this goal.
The ISLAND TELECOM simulation
The simulation is played with classes of 30 to 60 students at a time. Students are assigned to 3-person teams and play the roles of companies, governments, and the media. The instructor plays the role of the Peace NGO, raising social responsibility concerns and bringing issues of importance to the attention of students. The simulation is set in the five fictional islands of Zoran (Figures 1 and 2) . Zoran does not have many natural resources or agricultural products. Because the islands are small and isolated, this does not allow for much heavy industry either. However, the people of Zoran are well educated. So, development must come from knowledge-intensive industries. Zoran is thus opening up its telecommunications market for foreign investment.
On each of the five islands two student-controlled companies are competing to take over three government-run telecommunication services: phone, Internet, and cable television (see appendix). In each round of the game one service is put up for bid. Companies submit individual bids to the government on their island using a Web form that asks for a multiple-choice response and also prompts them to provide an explanation for each choice (Figure 3) . Each bid that is submitted immediately appears in the island newspaper, where it can be read by the government for that island. (Competing companies from the same island are temporarily blocked from viewing submitted bids until their own bids are submitted.)
After all bids are submitted, the government on each individual island accepts one of the bids. The government meets as a team for about 10 to 20 minutes to name a winning bidder. Government teams are free to choose any of the bids that have been submitted (either two or three competing bids, depending on game configuration). The government usually chooses based on some balance of how much development the company promised, which issues they agreed or disagreed with, and how well the companies justified their decisions. Once the government makes its decision by clicking the "accept" button on the bottom of a submitted bid, an automated news story Each bid requires teams (both company and government) to weigh difficult tradeoffs between profitability, development, environmental protection, business ethics, gender equity, social justice, and cultural sensitivity. For example, in the course of submitting a bid to take over the island's cable TV, companies choose between three candidates to replace a CEO who resigned in a corruption scandal. Each of the candidates has a different plan for ridding the company of corrupt practices, different levels of experience, and different levels of complicity in previous corruption. Hiring some candidates would disrupt the flow of business and incur a known cost that would prevent the company from undertaking other initiatives. How much is hiring the most "clean" candidate worth as compared to other priorities such as local education and environmental cleanup?
Companies communicate with the government on their island to discuss which issues the government feels should be prioritized. These discussions are complex negotiations in which various issues are discussed individually and then weighed against each other. A government might for example state their strong preference for the companies to build a $10-million call center on their island rather than contracting offshore. The company might then counter and ask whether this was a more or less important priority than a $10-million environmental cleanup project or the $10-million cost of replacing a potentially corrupt CEO. Students in roles of media wander freely among the islands of Zoran, chatting with company and government representatives and filing "stories" as they arise. Figure 4 shows the complete ISLAND TELECOM game interface with an open news story.
The company's main goal in the game is to increase its stock price. Winning bids is one means to achieve this but not the only one. Regardless of whether a bid has been accepted by a government, a company's stock price goes up half a point for every return on investment (ROI) point over 10% in the proposed bid and down for every ROI point below 10%. This mimics the dynamic of investors who favor companies that promise high returns (the rapidly responding market forces Friedman, 2000, described as "The Electronic Herd"). Getting a bid accepted also increases stock price, but this is again tied to ROI: On winning a bid, stock price increases by half of the ROI proposed in the bid.
Public opinion ratings of companies are the third way that company actions affect their stock prices. Public opinion ratings higher than 4 on a scale of 7 make stocks go up, whereas ratings below 4 make them go down. How much stock prices go up or down based on public opinion is a function of how high/low the rating is above/below 4 over the total number of public opinions submitted, with a correction for the total number of active players in the game.
We intentionally made a system that is cumulative rather than based on averages. The more the community actively reinforces socially responsible behavior by filling out many public opinions, the more a company's stock can be affected. Conversely, if a company undertakes socially responsible initiatives in a community that does not care or does not pay close attention, the company may not benefit at all. Many companies lose stock value when they submit low ROI bids but gain back their losses when they are rewarded with high public opinion ratings. Governments and the media however do not have to worry about stock prices. Public opinion ratings are their score in the game, and their objective is to achieve high public opinion ratings.
The public opinion system is the means by which we have tried to create a valueneutral game. Students who are first introduced to ISLAND TELECOM often expect to find that the game has certain lessons about social responsibility built into it, but this is not the case. Although there is a predefined framework in which companies, governments, and the media operate, with the exception of stock price calculation, the game engine does not determine the outcome of the game. We shifted this burden away from the game engine onto the students. This system is community controlled and is the means by which socially responsible corporate behavior affects company success. Nothing embedded in the game will reward companies for exemplary behavior or punish them for negligence. If anything, the game promotes greedy behavior through the automatic stock market rewarding high ROI bids instead of more expensive but more socially responsible decisions. Inducement to socially responsible behavior must come from the teams themselves or from the community of all players through the public opinion system.
Data and method
Our best data source for understanding students' reasoning and decision making are the written justifications they provided along with each bid form. Teams were required to write a short justification after every multiple-choice decision they registered. They were motivated to write a good justification because governments read and evaluated their rationales as part of their bid award decision, and peers were prompted to evaluate rationales as part of the public opinion score.
We gathered all the team justifications written during two runs of the simulation. This gave us 339 short paragraphs justifying specific decisions made, which represented the work of approximately 30 student groups making 96 bids (each bid contained 3 to 4 issue decisions). The students were all MBA students at the University of Michigan. All participants had real-world work experience, as Michigan's MBA requires applicants to have several years of corporate work experience beyond college.
The three authors listed on this article worked together to develop a coding scheme that reflected theoretical items of interest. Then the third author, a graduate student who was not involved in either the design or administration of the game, coded the 339 issue justifications. When there were questions about the meaning of codes or the interpretation of difficult items, we discussed and made decisions as a group.
Results
Perspective taking
A central learning goal of this simulation was to promote perspective taking, so this became the focus of our analysis as well. We wanted to know whether the game had, as intended, caused students to look at the issues from different viewpoints, and particularly from the perspectives that are not always well represented in business school discussions. Our coding scheme looked for evidence that they were taking the following stakeholder perspectives within their justifications: local residents, local government, customers, shareholders, and employees. We also coded for perspectives that do not represent demographic groups as much as ideological perspectives that assigned intrinsic value to protecting the environment, protecting local culture, spurring the local economy, doing justice, and protecting human rights. (Of course there was some overlap, and some justifications received multiple codings.) Each paragraph justification was coded for which of these perspectives was represented, and the total number of perspectives was tallied.
We found first that the game did seem to effectively prompt perspective taking in students' writing. On average, each justification made arguments that took into account 2.4 different viewpoints (examples to follow). We also found when we broke the data down by bid issue that there were large differences between issues. The bid issue that prompted the largest number of perspectives to be considered, average of 4.4 per justification, was a somewhat complicated issue called environmental cleanup in which a local town offers to let the company off the hook for an environmental cleanup problem in exchange for funding a much needed high school. In considering this issue, students appealed to a wide variety of viewpoints, usually including those of local citizens, the environment, the local government, and abstract ideals about justice. One student team that refused the government's high school funding deal even though it would have saved them money justified their decision with an appeal to human rights, In continuing with [our company's] commitment to corporate responsibility for the well being of the community, doing a full environmental cleanup is clearly the right thing for the company to do. Having clean drinking water is certainly a basic right for the citizens of Zoran. As a purchaser of the property, it is [our company's] responsibility to make sure that the facilities that it will inherit do not lead to the contamination of the island's drinking water.
The lowest ranked bid issue was one that most groups considered a pretty straightforward ethical issue. The issue presents a request that the company release all employee salary information to a fictitious watchdog group that is trying to monitor corruption on the islands of Zoran. Many student groups saw the request as a gross violation of employee privacy (taking the employee's perspective) and considered few other viewpoints, leading to a low 1.6 average number of viewpoints taken. The following team response was typical:
We do not feel it is ethical for our company to disclose private information about our employees. While we strongly oppose corruption and will do all we can to monitor and prevent such occurrences, we take pride in our strong commitment to our employees, particularly their protection and well-being. Furthermore, our operations are fully transparent, and with our clear employee conduct there is no need for such disclosure.
Let us take a more detailed look at one other issue. In the Web censorship issue, companies that were going to be selling Internet access on the islands were faced with three choices: providing no content censorship, providing content censorship from a local board, and providing content censorship from a U.S.-based service. The drawback of the local board, which already existed, was that it was censoring content from politically controversial groups, religious radicals, and other groups as well as adult content, thus violating what would be U.S. norms on free speech. The third option, a U.S.-based service, censored only explicitly sexual content (as interpreted by its employees) and blocked only those sites. There was no cost difference between the three options. In making this difficult decision, we hoped to see students take into account the perspectives of Zoran residents, the government, and political dissidents. And we were able to see evidence of each of these in different bid justifications and public opinion comments. There was an average of 2.1 perspectives per justification. One writer integrated the perspective of a group that was never represented in the bid briefings: "Universal access without censorship may hurt the most vulnerable citizens of Zoran, i.e., the children of families where both parents work and cannot always monitor their children's web browsing activities."
Several also took issue with the choice of a U.S.-based filtering service, which from the Zoran perspective, amounted to censorship by foreigners:
• Debatable whether U.S. censorship model is in best interest of Islanders.
• Censorship by foreign entity imposes problems.
The game format seems to have been successful in prompting one of our main pedagogical goals, which was encouraging perspective taking on complex ethical issues.
Understanding trade-offs
Another central pedagogical goal of the game was to get students to discuss CSR issues in the context of opportunity costs, or trade-offs. In coding the bid decisions for discussion about trade-off, we made an interesting discovery about the game: Most of the discussion of trade-offs did not filter through to the bid issue justifications. Teams had verbal debates among themselves about whether to pay for universal Internet access or use the money for an environmental program instead, but once they had made the decision, they justified each decision by itself. This was in some sense a design flaw: We asked them to justify each issue decision separately, not the bid as a whole, so the comparisons between issues were not recorded.
Nevertheless, 15% of issue justifications did include some discussion of trade-offs, and the content of these is worth examining. One bid issue had to do with appointing a new company CEO. The previous CEO had to resign because of allegations of corruption. Companies were given three possible replacement candidates-Mr. Albert, Mrs. Grand, and Mr. Paneloux. All three candidates had differing levels of prior business experience and complicity in the previous corruption scandal. Mr. Albert was the most experienced among the candidates, and choosing him would allow a smooth transition with no loss of revenue. However, it was likely (although not proven) that he was complicit in illegal kickbacks. Appointing Mr. Albert would lead to no reduction in projected revenue. Mrs. Grand was slightly less experienced than Mr. Albert but was well liked. Unfortunately, she was also tainted by corruption allegations because she is the wife a previous senior director who was almost certainly involved in corruption. Appointing her would reduce ROI by 6% for this bid. Finally, Mr. Paneloux was a foreman in the factory who was known for his strong ethics and anticorruption stance. Paneloux was inexperienced in many aspects of the CEO job, but he was by far the cleanest. Choosing Mr. Paneloux will reduce a ROI by 8%.
A danger of making ethical decisions in a game context is that the decisions are trivialized. A real company faced with such a decision would be keenly aware of the trade-offs involved. A disruption in leadership might affect other company initiatives. We hoped to see students thinking through all the implications of decisions made. We were pleased to see evidence of such deliberation in some student bid justifications, such as the following one:
Mr Albert has the most experience and talent to move the company forward. No solid evidence of corruption exists against Mr Albert or his management team. Selecting any other candidate would delay the successful implementation of complete island coverage of internet access.
This company made the controversial decision to appoint the tainted Mr. Albert, which most other companies did not choose to do. Their justification considered how a change in leadership would affect other parts of the company, such as the universal access initiative, which they were funding with the current bid. Whether or not this was the "right" decision, we were glad to see that the game had put students in a position to think through difficult trade-offs the way a real company would.
Creative solutions
We designed this game around multiple-choice decisions to speed up the game and make it possible to automatically assign prices and stock changes to decisions. Nevertheless, many teams came up with creative solutions that were outside of the range of options we offered. Although difficult to score, these often seemed to represent excellent thinking and learning among student groups (as well as prompting thinking and learning among the game designers). Student teams could and did improve their public opinion ratings and thus their stock market prices due to the cleverness of these alternate solutions.
When tackling the issue of appointing a new CEO mentioned previously, some teams came up with solutions that were indicative of creative thinking to manage difficult trade-offs. For example, one of the companies justified their choice of Mr. Albert in the following way that managed profitability and ethical concerns:
The seamless transition of leadership is crucial for the company at this stage. However we would wish to establish our position as a company that demands the highest ethical standards from its officers, we therefore propose the following: Mr Albert's term will be for 24 months during which a successor will be groomed to replace him. Mr Paneloux and Mrs Grand (as there were no allegations leveled against her) will be carefully considered for the position. Irrespective of the outcome of the selection process, Mr Paneloux will be given senior leadership position to reflect the company's commitment to promote from within officers who demonstrate the qualities we stand for.
Another bid issue asked companies to decide between providing universal Internet access to the residents of Zoran and providing a Web development grant to fund computer labs, software, and teachers for local colleges and high schools. Universal access would cost $20 million while providing a grant would cost $10 million. One of the companies thought of tax relief as a means of offsetting some of the costs of providing universal access, as described in the following question directed at the government of the island in which it was operating: "Is the company taxed? If so, what type of tax relief is available so we can connect the entire community?"
We were happy that students were thinking about creative means of exhibiting socially responsible behavior that were not mentioned in their background readings.
